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court to adjudicate their legal rights. See American Dock & Improve- 
ment Co. v. Trustees for Public Schools (1883) 37 N. J. Eq. 266; 
Shipman, loc. cit. In the former event the findings are purely 
advisory, and the chancellor is free to disregard them. Kohn v. 
McNulta (1893) 147 TJ. S. 238, 13 Sup. Ct. 298. If he rejects them as 
against the weight of the evidence, he is not constrained to award 
a new trial, as he would be in a law action, but may proceed to give 
final judgment. Garrett v. Stevenson (1846) 8 111. 261, 278. But 
where the chancellor sends the parties to law to adjudicate their legal 
rights, the verdict of the law court is controlling. See American 
Dock & Improvement Go. v. Trustees for Public Schools, supra. In 
the absence of statute, neither party has an absolute right to have 
issues of fact in an equity action submitted to a jury, Selfridge v. 
Leonard-Hefner Co. (1911) 51 Colo. 314, 117 Pac. 158, and this 
despite the fact that legal as well as equitable relief is sought. Lynch 
v. Metropolitan Elev. By. (N. Y. 1891) 28 Abb. N. C. 1; Neff v. 
Barber (Wis. 1917) 162 N. W. 667; but see Morton Brick & Tile 
Co. v. Sodergren (1915) 130 Minn. 252, 153 N. W. 527. Legislation 
has in some respects altered this orthodox procedure. Statutes are 
now found which give an absolute right to have certain issues of fact 
arising in an equity action passed upon by a jury. Winchester v. 
Watson (1916) 169 Ky. 213, 183 S. W. 483; Brown v. Greer (1914) 
16 Ariz. 215, 141 Pac. 841. In such cases it seems that the verdict 
of a jury is entitled to as much weight as is given any other jury 
verdict, and that consequently the finding so made is controlling, 
and not merely advisory. Winchester v. Watson, supra; Morawick v. 
Martineck's Guardian (1908) 128 Ky. 155, 107 S. W. 759. Even 
under such statutes, where the chancellor in his discretion submits 
an issue to the jury which is not demandable as a matter of right, the 
verdict is still only advisory. See Morawick v. Martineck's Guardian, 
supra. The decision in the principal case would probably have been 
the same independently of statute, since it seems that the parties 
had been sent to law to adjudicate their legal rights, but the existence 
of a statute in this jurisdiction giving the right of jury trial in 
equitable actions involving legal issues makes the result undoubtedly 
correct. 

International Law — Sovereignty — Exemption from Judicial Eeview. 
— A Mexican military commander of the Carranza government, since 
recognized as the de jure government of Mexico by the United States, 
seized and sold property of a Mexican citizen as a military contri- 
bution. The property was brought to the United States by the 
purchaser. In an action of replevin by the assignee of the former 
owner, held, the validity of the sale was not subject to review in the 
United States courts. Oetjen v. Central Leather Co. (1918) 38 Sup. 
Ct. 309. 

It is a well settled principle of international law that the govern- 
ment of a sovereign state has supreme authority over all acts com- 
mitted within its territory, and the decisions of its courts are not 
subject to judicial review in any other state. Satisfaction can be 
obtained by another country only through diplomatic channels. Under- 
hill v. Hernandez (1897) 168 U. S. 250, 18 Sup. Ct. 83. What is the 
de jure government of a country is a strictly political and not a 
judicial question, Pearcy v. Stranahan (1907) 205 U. S. 257, 27 
Sup. Ct. 545, and the determination of this question by the executive 
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and legislative departments of the recognizing country gives the 
courts of the latter judicial notice of the recognition. See Jones v. 
United States (1890) 137 U. S. 202, 11 Sup. Ct. 80. The recognition, 
once obtained, is retroactive, and treats all the acts of the government 
since its establishment as acts of a sovereign state. See Vnderhill 
v. Hernandez, supra. But it seems very doubtful whether the recog- 
nition of a government as de jure is necessary to make its political 
acts immune from review in the courts of another state. Thus, the 
recognition that a civil war exists in a foreign state will prevent 
judicial review of captures of property made by the revolutionary 
party, even if the revolution subsequently fails. The Divina Pastora 
(1819) 17 U. S. 52. The reasoning of the lower court in Underhill v. 
Hernandez (C. C. A. 1895) 65 Fed. 577, is in accord with these views. 
Nor will the administrative acts of a military occupant of a part of 
our country be examined by our courts after the occupant is subse- 
quently driven out. United States v. Rice (1819) 17 U. S. 246. Even 
after the Civil War the United States courts, though never having 
recognized the Confederacy as a de jure government, refused to 
review military acts done under its authority. See Ford v. Surget 
(1878) 97 U. S.594; Baldy v. Hunter (1898) 171 U. S. 388, 18 Sup. 
Ct. 890. The instant case seems to be correctly decided, but the 
doctrines relating to de jure recognition do not seem to be involved 
in the decision. 

Interstate Commerce — Telegraph Companies — Contracts Limiting 
Liability. — The plaintiff entrusted to the defendant company an 
interstate message on a telegraph blank, on the back of which was a 
contract limiting liability for negligent transmission to an agreed 
amount, according to the classification of the message. Because of 
negligent transmission the plaintiff was damaged. Held, that despite 
the fact that the amendment of June 18, 1910 brought telegraph com- 
panies within the scope of the Interstate Commerce Act, the state law 
holding such a contract void must be applied. Des Arc Oil Mill v. 
Western Union Tel. Co. (Ark. 1918) 201 S. W. 273. 

Before the Carmack Amendment of June 29, 1906 (34 Stat. 584), 
the failure of the federal government to regulate contracts of inter- 
state shipment left in effect those state laws which made void such 
contracts limiting liability to declared valuations based on freight 
charges, although the rule in the federal courts was otherwise. Pennsyl- 
vania B. B. v. Hughes (1903) 191 U. S. 477, 24 Sup. Ct. 132. Following 
the amendment such contracts were held valid on the theory that 
the federal government had taken exclusive control, thus ousting state 
jurisdiction. Adams Express Co. v. Croninger (1913) 226 U. S. 491, 
33 Sup. Ct. 148. Influenced by this result, many courts in construing 
the amendment of June 18, 1910 (36 Stat. 544, § 7) — which designates 
telegraph companies as common carriers, requires reasonable rates, 
and permits classification of messages — have reached the same con- 
clusion with reference to contracts like that in the principal case. 
Williams & Sons v. Postal, etc., Tel. Co. (Va. 1918) 95 S. E. 436; 
Meadows v. Postal, etc., Tel. Co. (1917) 173 N. C. 240, 91 S. E. 
1009; Cultra v. Western Union Tel. Co. (1917) 44 I. C. C. R. 670; 
contra, Western Union Tel. Co. v. Piper (Tex. Civ. App. 1917) 191 
S. "W. 817; Dickerson v. Western Union Tel. Co. (1917) 114 Miss. 
115, 74 So. 779. It is submitted, however, that the 1910 amendment 
made no attempt to regulate the contract of interstate transmission, 



